Summary: It is argued that both the tenacity of the neighbourhood and its adaptability were much greater than historians have tended to think, and that this was true not only during the ancien regime but also during the nineteenth century when the rate of mobility between towns and within towns reached enormous proportions. Demographic, social and cultural changes did not result in the destruction of the local community, but in its transformation, a transformation in which the growing need for reciprocity among working-class neighbours played a crucial role. The decline of more or less institutionalized forms of self-regulation went hand in hand with the construction by the lower classes of informal channels of social interaction based on local ties, which stimulated an active and participatory street life. Moreover, the tendency towards geographical segregation contributed to the development of a different collective sense of identity in working-class neighbourhoods, which added a new dimension to the concept of solidarity.
Introduction
Having neighbours is no longer considered by most urban dwellers in highly developed countries to be an essential part of their daily life. Of course, the "others" make their presence known, but they seldom penetrate the private domain. Even next-door neighbours are often aware of little more than each other's existence. When contact is established, it is usually on a bilateral basis rather than with the intention of participating in a wider social network that can be characterized as a local community. Citizens who today speak about good neighbours in general point to the need to respect each other's privacy. Social control by neighbours is hardly 2 Catharina Lis and Hugo Soly ever accepted. The advantages of good neighbourliness no longer seem to be regarded as sufficient to counterbalance the risks of meddlesomeness and "unequal exchange". Indeed, as several sociologists have claimed, people can find the services they need and the relations they value elsewhere, at less cost and for less effort: an intense neighbourhood life has become a high-cost business and consequently is bound to die. 1 Since relations between local residents are highly influenced by factors beyond individual freedom of choice, "the death of community life" has been the cause of much concern to social scientists for decades. The theories about Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft formulated at the end of the nineteenth century, and the concepts of depersonalization and mass culture that they inspired, fitted well with the conviction that the development of "modern" society accompanies the disruption of the primary groups within which people used to live their lives, with all the societal consequences that follow. According to the French sociologist Emile Durkheim, intermediary institutions between the state and the mass of individuals had to function as centres of social activity in order to prevent the occurrence of a total disintegration of society. There are many twentieth-century sociologists in Europe as well as in the United States who share this opinion, though their theoretical positions and the interpretations they offer are very different. In contrast to Durkheim, who saw no advantage in a reassessment of local communities, many of these sociologists pay particular attention to neighbourhood life. 2 The struggle for political stability and social integration is often what interests them most, but other arguments, too, are used to emphasize the importance of an active neighbourliness. On the one hand, there is a tendency to promote forms of local autonomy and selfgovernment. On the other hand, the accent is on finding ways to augment the family's and the neighbourhood's potential for care, in order to replace the social provisions that the government is inclined to run down because of their rapidly increasing cost. This was Philip Abrams' point of departure when he began a large-scale study of neighbouring and neighbourhood life in the 1970s. He argued that "a better understanding of what sorts of people were willing to give what sorts of help in what circumstances would contribute appreciably to society's ability to develop alternatives to institutional care for the partially dependent. At the same time, a careful study of the forms and contexts of neighbouring would enlarge knowledge of the nature of social solidarity and community in modern industrial societies."
3 In other words, the theoretical and the historical-sociological dimen-
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3 sions of the phenomenon of solidarity had to be analysed with a view to future social policy. Abrams emphasized that the problem can only be adequately approached, first, when we know precisely about what we are speaking, secondly, when we can trace the changes to which neighbouring has been subjected in the long run, and thirdly, when we can indicate the specific historical and societal contexts within which various forms of solidarity (including active neighbouring) develop or remain constrained. So, in his view, historical research was an absolute necessity. In the book that appeared after his death, this dimension was, however, for the most part, ignored. This is not a reproach, for historians themselves have shown little interest in neighbourhood life. Though interesting studies of the character and the importance of urban neighbourhood communities in various periods have been published in the last few years, the gaps in our knowledge remain considerable. For this reason this article aims above all to focus historians' attention on an aspect of research that we believe will offer new perspectives, particularly concerning the development of social consciousness and collective identity. We shall concentrate on forms of social interaction based on ties of neighbourliness in West European cities during the early modern period and the century after 1750. We shall consider the broader historical context of such concepts as "community", "neighbouring" and "solidarity" in relation to long-term changes in social organization in order to avoid confusion among historians and sociologists about the meaning of these terms. We shall also suggest some hypotheses that could stimulate further research.
Local autonomy
Although sociologists who analyse urban neighbourhood life are aware of the necessity to develop a historical perspective, most do little more than offer cliches. They are inclined, for instance, to rely on the traditionalmodern dichotomy. Martin Bulmer defines traditional neighbourhood communities as "the densely woven world of kin, neighbours, friends and co-workers, highly localised and strongly caring within the confines of quite tightly defined relationships, above all the relationships of kin". 4 According to him, this traditional type of community was widespread throughout Great Britain before the First World War, when social legislation was still of little or no significance. The so-called community studies made in the 1950s proved, nevertheless, that "traditional" neighbourhood life in certain parts of London was still very much alive. 5 Even in the 1980s several researchers found similar examples, which they immediately 4 Catharina Lis and Hugo Soly claimed were weakened versions of the traditional ideal type. The sociologists' point of departure remains that "traditional" neighbourhood life disappeared because it was linked to a situation of existential uncertainty and material misery. It should be replaced by a "modern" type of active neighbouring, one that can only be based on the aim "to mobilise old and new residents alike in order to protect amenities, enhance resources and, to a greater or lesser degree, wrench control of the local milieu from outside authorities and vest it in strictly local hands".
6 By using the traditional-modern dichotomy they in fact strip neighbourhood life of all its historical dimensions, despite what they claim to be their intentions. Everything that seems to contradict the most recent developments and particularly the developments they expect is reduced to the denominator of "traditional".
Historians who study urban neighbourhood life are often inclined to do the same. Francois Be"darida made a distinction between "un principe communautaire", characteristic of village communities and old districts of the city, and "un principe associatif", characteristic of modern districts of industrial cities. Ferdinand Tonnies' concepts of Gemeinschaft versus Gesellschaft and the theories of Durkheim, Max Weber and Talcott Parsons inspired Be"darida's approach, the aim of which is to map the sweeping social changes that have taken place in urban neighbourhoods since the 1950s. 7 It is doubtful whether a model based on the traditional-modern dichotomy will provide satisfactory answers. After all, some historians consider the middle of the twentieth century to have been a turning-point, while others argue that the decline of what they call "traditional" neighbourhood communities had already taken place by then. So definitions and periodizations differ widely.
Historians of early modern Europe have argued that the local community was already declining during the late sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. According to Lawrence Stone, demographic growth, increasing geographical mobility and social polarization created problems that local communities were increasingly unable to solve on their own, which in turn stimulated the development of both the state and family life.
8 Yves-Marie Berce* claims that the process of state formation reduced feelings of insecurity and uncertainty; as a result scope was created for individualism on the one hand and, on the other, the maintenance of rigid local community norms was no longer necessary to guarantee the survival of society.
9 But whatever the causal relations they claim, both authors agree that the early modern period was characterized by the gradual weakening of local neighbourhood life in terms of sociability and solidarity based on social hetero-Neighbourhood Social Change in West European Cities 5 geneous networks. Recent studies imply, however, that the picture is much more complex.
Felicity Heal has demonstrated that English hospitality in the early modern period was gradually undermined by commercialization and growing social distance, social both in the countryside and in the cities. City governments continued to organize feasts and public entertainment, but they were less and less interested in the forms of integrative ceremonials that had played such an important role in the late Middle Ages. Although civic festivities and rituals were still considered to promote neighbourly amity and collective identity, they increasingly served the interests of elites, who now wanted to distance themselves from the populace and who also used the ideal of good neighbourliness as a rhetorical weapon whenever they thought it necessary to dissolve temporarily the sharp distinctions between social groups. The decline of private charity and the rise of institutionalized forms of public relief seem to point in the same direction, namely to an intensifying of the social gulf between the "better sort" and the poor.
10
In his thorough study of social relations in Elizabethan London Ian Archer has also pointed to the fact that "community in the sense of people of different social status doing things together was being eroded". Social and cultural polarization meant that the relationship between the well-todo and their poor neighbours "was more consciously shaped by the extraction of deference in return for patronage, in particular through the exercise of poor relief. The increase in social distance was also reflected in the growing reluctance of more wealthy parishioners to participate in shared recreational activities. This does not mean, however, that the local community collapsed. The obligations of neighbouring were still taken seriously. The vestries and the higher ranks of local government were, indeed, increasingly monopolized by the elites, but the middle order, especially artisans, continued to play an active role in parish and ward affairs, which offered them the opportunity to develop informal social networks. Although the aldermen's deputies gained more and more power, the local communities remained self-regulating to a certain extent.
11
Similar changes seem to have occurred in Dutch cities. People living in adjacent streets in the cities of Delft, Haarlem, Leiden, Rotterdam, The Hague and Utrecht had set up gebuurten (neighbourhood communities) during the late Middle Ages to ensure peace and order in their immediate surroundings, to help one another at events like birth, marriage and death, and to organize feasts to strengthen mutual friendship. The members of a gebuurte chose their own deken (dean) and hoofdmannen, who had to ensure that mutual rights and obligations were respected and act as medi-6 Catharina Lis and Hugo Soly ators in case of conflicts. The city governments valued the conciliatory role that local administrators played and acknowledged their authority as "peacemakers". During the sixteenth century, however, social and cultural polarization resulted in a decreasing degree of participation in local government. In The Hague those heads of families who were unable to afford to pay a weekly contribution were excluded from electing the deans and hoofdmannen. Around 1600 the town clerk in Leiden noted that "the rich do not want to associate with the poor any more"; in other words, good neighbouring was on the decline. Herman Roodenburg has suggested that the seventeenth-and eighteenth-century gebuurten did continue to play an important role in the informal management of conflicts, but that their ability to regulate themselves in other matters was undermined. On the one hand, city governments assumed more and more functions. They deprived neighbourhood communities of all their responsibility concerning fire fighting and street cleaning. On the other hand, they made the deans and hoofdmannen of the neighbourhoods responsible for certain aspects of policing, such as registering strangers and monitoring the local poor, as a result of which local dignitaries were gradually perceived to be instruments of city government.
12
In Paris, too, the autonomy of local communities was eroded. During the first half of the seventeenth century the policing of the city was still in the hands of local dignitaries, who were elected by all the prominent citizens of each of the city's sixteen quarters. These citizens were responsible for ensuring the collection of taxes and the cleaning of streets, and public order was maintained by the city militia, which was 30,000 to 50,000 strong. As central government increased its control over the city, the power and responsibilities of local dignitaries were gradually restricted. By the middle of the eighteenth century the municipality had few functions of any importance, and the militia had been replaced by a police force. Continuing centralization put an end to all forms of local autonomy, which meant that a personal basis of power within the neighbourhood was no longer a necessary condition of obtaining political or honorary functions. Consequently, the local networks of patronage that the former dignitaries had cultivated disintegrated, and the neighbourhood communities no longer had semi-official channels through which to express their desiderata.
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In some cities of the Southern Netherlands, neighbourhood communities apparently had greater autonomy than elsewhere in Western Europe, and they preserved this autonomy much longer, too. This was true especially in Ghent, where there had been gebuurten since the thirteenth century, each covering a single main road and adjacent streets and alleys. In 1777 there were no fewer than 211 gebuurten, each containing an average of forty-five to fifty households per gebuurte. All adult inhabitants were full members of their gebuurte, regardless of their wealth and standing. They met regularly in an inn at the invitation of the dean; the dean was elected from among the male heads of families, usually for three years, and he was the link with the city government: on the one hand, he represented the members of the local community and on the other hand, he was expected to inform them of the decisions of the authorities and to have these decisions carried out. It is not clear how representative the deans were and to what degree they served the interests of all members, but there can be no doubt that the gebuurten continued to manage many matters themselves throughout the early modern period, though from the sixteenth century onwards the aldermen increasingly supervised their functions and charged the gebuurten with all manner of tasks. At the end of the ancien regime the deans were required by the city government to organize the night watch, as well as to take command of fire fighting, supervise the maintenance of roads and waterways, take care of the street lighting, check the amount of grain each family had in times of shortages and make a list of houses where soldiers could be billeted when troops arrived, and so on. However, in the legal field nothing changed: as "peacemaker" the dean of a neighbourhood was still authorized to arbitrate in cases of disputes between neighbours and to fine those breaching community norms. These fines could be high when rude insults had been made or fierce blows struck. The aldermen only interfered when the dean was unable to arrange a mutual settlement. As intermediaries in conflicts between neighbours the deans proved to be irreplaceable. For this reason the French authorities soon recanted on a decision taken in 1795 to abolish the Ghent gebuurten. In 1804 the system of deans was reintroduced because it was thought they could make an important contribuiton to "the prevention of arguments and fights [. . . ] and the restoration of order and peace by reconciling households and families that live in discord". Their authority became completely undermined, however. It was only in minor disputes between neighbours that they were still permitted to interfere on their own initiative, and their intervention no longer had the force of law. From then on everything was based on goodwill. One could not speak of local autonomy any longer. City government took over all authority, and a professional police force was given responsibility for the maintenance of public order. 14 8
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The available evidence is not conclusive enough to permit us to say something about the chronological and geographical variations in neighbourhood autonomy in urban communities during the early modern period. It cannot be doubted, however, that changes took place. On the one hand, the degree of participation in local government by the less well-off diminished. It is possible and even very probable that the upper classes in the medieval neighbourhood communities had already set the tone, but it seems as if they considerably enhanced their position after that time. On the other hand, from the sixteenth century onwards local communities were subjected to stricter and external controls, as a result of which the authorities took over functions as well as imposing tasks. Nowhere else was local autonomy so restricted as in Paris. Here an extensive and professional police force was created; it was responsible for monitoring all aspects of daily life in the neighbourhoods. In cities where the aldermen continued to exercise power, however, certain matters were left to the discretion of local communities until the end of the ancien regime. This was especially true in the case of arbitrating in conflicts between neighbours. Because city governments did not yet have a police force in the real sense of the word, they were only aware of minor violations or conflicts through the representatives of local communities, and they were inclined to approve of, or even to support, interventions from below if these contributed to the restoration of public order and social peace. In spite of this, however, local autonomy was restricted everywhere. It was rare that city governments requested neighbourhoods to co-operate in administrative and political matters: they were simply charged with executing certain tasks. Does this imply that urban neighbourhood life at the end of the ancien regime was of little importance? It remains to be seen. The decline of more or less institutionalized forms of self-regulation is not necessarily synonymous with disintegration: it can go together with the construction or further elaboration of informal channels of social interaction. We must therefore look at the evolution of the day-to-day functions carried out by the local community, while paying particular attention to the various ways in which social and cultural changes affected neighbourhood sociability and solidarity.
Active neighbouring
According to Abrams the relative strength of local communities depends largely on the extent to which their individual members are willing and capable of offering mutual help, support and defence. For this reason he defines active neighbouring as essentially a form of community care,
Neighbourhood Social Change in West European Cities 9
emphasizing the social costs of such care. Altruism, he says, is not onedirectional. It can only be understood in terms of reciprocity in human relations. Consequently the reciprocity principle has always functioned as the basis of active neighbouring: "Care was meaningful as an exchange rather than as a gift. The obstacles to neighbourhood care at the local level were to be found in the ideas of cost and benefit, and around doubts about the possible existence of a flow of help in which the individual could be recipient as well as donor. Unhelpfulness could be a defence against the perceived failure of reciprocity."
15 Abrams derived this idea from studies by various researchers, who, though their preoccupations differed, all came to the conclusion that human relations are seldom if ever based on giving alone, but on give and take, on social exchange. 16 The crucial importance of the reciprocity principle is clearly shown in Michael Anderson's detailed study of family and kinship structures in nineteenth-century Preston in Lancashire. His central concern was the question of why working-class families could at one moment, but not at another, count on the help of family members or kin in cases of death, illness, unemployment and other major crises during their life cycle. He showed that what motivated mutual help was not pure altruism and that "family and kinship relations tended to have strong short-run instrumental overtones of a calculative kind". 17 This conclusion seems to support Abrams' and Bulmer's opinion that informal social networks based on family and kinship relations were dominant in what they call "traditional" communities. We might ask, however, whether this was not the result of changes in social organization that rendered maintaining reciprocal relations with neighbours less necessary. In other words, has the family under all circumstances been the most appropriate "instrument" for the construction of reciprocal relations? We can also ask whether, for the period studied here, neighbourhood communities did not have functions other than that of providing a social safety net. Whatever the case, the historical contexts in which reciprocal relations could develop and in which they decayed need to be considered. In doing so, it would be wrong to assume that what happens at the familial level is necessarily comparable to or synchronic with what happens at the neighbourhood level.
High mobility between towns and within towns is often given as one factor that would complicate or even prevent reciprocal relations between neighbours. Many researchers consider residential stability a necessary condition for the formation of informal social networks based on neigh- 10 Catharina Lis and Hugo Soly bourhood ties. Standish Meacham, for example, claims that working-class local community attachments in English cities did not become strong until the slow-down in urbanization led to lower rates of population mobility and greater residential stability in the second half of the nineteenth century. 18 The problem is not only that another historian, Martin Daunton, suggests that the vitality of street life in working-class neighbourhoods declined considerably in the course of the nineteenth century, 19 but also that scholars of the early modern period use the same argument to postulate that London and the large Continental cities were already characterized by a high degree of anonymity in the seventeenth century.
20
Evaluating the so-called "privatization process" also poses a problem. Many authors argue that the growing importance of private life, in which the rise of the intimate family played a crucial role, gradually undermined neighbourhood life. The development of new, private, home-and familyoriented life styles was a long-term process, but after 1750 the process accelerated when it coincided with the growing separation of work and private life. An increasing number of families began to consider every interference from outside, particularly control from the community, as a violation of their privacy, which resulted in less social interaction among neighbours. 21 How can this view be reconciled with the findings of those urban historians who suggest that the public space in working-class neighbourhoods continued to have important social functions throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries?
22
Equally unclear is what impact the withdrawal of the upper classes from certain districts of towns had. One may assume that the character of local communities changed to the degree that an increasing number of the elite and the middle order distanced themselves from the less prosperous groups of the population, not only culturally but also geographically. But did the poorer neighbourhoods lose their self-regulating ability because the basis of reciprocity grew weaker, or did the fact that they became more socially homogeneous result in the strengthening of local solidarity? Did they become more defensive or did geographical segregation in contrast result in a sharpened perception of social antagonisms as well as leading to the rise of new forms of conflict?
Since the problems are vast, fragments of the debate on informal social networks and local community attachments are widely scattered in the literature. We do not claim to have surveyed all the relevant studies. In this article we aim merely to offer a review of what is currently known about social neighbourhood change at the end of the ancien rigime. Thanks to the detailed studies by Arlette Farge, David Garrioch and other scholars it is possible to draw some tentative conclusions for the eighteenth century, particularly concerning the meaning of street life in a rapidly changing society. Although most of the supporting evidence is circumstantial and not beyond dispute, it would seem, first, that high mobility within and between towns is not incompatible with the maintenance of reciprocal relations between neighbours and that broader community linkages in such circumstances were often more functional than familial networks. Secondly, the "process of privatization" by no means coincided with the decline of street life, and public space became even more important because, more than ever, those on lower incomes needed transparency in contacts with their neighbours. Thirdly, the local community did not lose its self-regulating ability because of the physical withdrawal of the upper classes; it succeeded in finding other channels and methods to discipline its members. And, fourthly, geographical segregation contributed to a certain extent to the development of a different kind of collective sense of identity in which neighbourhood ties and social ties coincided, giving a new dimension to the concept of solidarity. Each of these points needs some explanation.
Migrants and reciprocal relations
In the light of recent research, the idea that migrants in the cities formed an unstable and disoriented group within the population during the period of the ancien regime and the nineteenth century has to be revised. The image of the isolated, abandoned immigrant does not reflect historical reality. Numerous studies have shown that most new immigrants could fall back on all sorts of "buffers", i.e. informal social networks, in their search for employment and housing, and so on. 23 The data are too sketchy to permit us to say much that is conclusive about the possible variations which 12 Catharina Lis and Hugo Soly could occur in these networks. Ethnic background, regional identities, professional groups, familial ties and neighbourhood links are often mentioned in one breath. 24 However, on closer examination it is apparent that these buffers were not mutually interchangeable. Jeremy Boulton, for example, has pointed out that family members and kin in seventeenthcentury London only played a limited role in assisting immigrants: "Close proximity to kin [. . . ] was often only a transient phenomenon. The high mortality rates in London must have meant that, where parents and adult children both survived, close residence was perforce only temporary". 25 In other words, family members and kin could only function as a source of help when they were numerous enough and they formed an extensive local network; it was certainly not the rule during a period of mass immigration. This explains why reciprocal relations with neighbours were considered to be of prime importance. It is not entirely coincidental that in London as well as in provincial towns in the seventeenth century numerous immigrants were registered as "sojourners and lodgers". Lodging was not only financially profitable for both parties, it also formed the basis of reciprocal relations. The formation of complex households, even if only for a short time, increased the possibility of adapting to changing circumstances. 26 Taking in lodgers, therefore, remained common among the less prosperous groups of the population in later periods, when familial networks had become much more extensive.
27
The example of Antwerp proves that reciprocal relations with neighbours played a crucial role in the survival strategies of lower social groups when the scope and the capacity of family networks were insufficient: during the first half of the nineteenth century, a period characterized by Neighbourhood Social Change in West European Cities 13 absolute impoverishment and massive immigration, community life in the ghettos became more important because at times of necessity fewer proletarians could rely on close or distant relatives. 28 The function of the neighbourhood as a source of informal support could not be taken over on a large scale by family networks until a considerable part of the urban population was more or less settled. This can be concluded from the recent comparison by Peter Willmott between the London district of Bethnal Green and the industrial town of Preston. Bethnal Green was characterized by rapid changes in the composition of its population around the middle of the nineteenth century and this hampered the formation of family networks; of the 1,000 households studied, only twenty-three contained a relative of another household in the same neighbourhood. In contrast, the growth of Preston's textile industry since the beginning of the century had led to chain migration making the formation of extensive and tight-knit family networks possible, where newcomers could integrate. In Bethnal Green these networks did not develop until the end of the nineteenth century, after which they became increasingly important: in 1950 90 per cent of the households had kin who lived in the same neighbourhood.
29
This leads us to dispute Anderson's claim that neighbours were less important in mid-nineteenth-century Preston as sources of support than kin, because the former "lacked a firmly enough structured basis of reciprocation in a heterogeneous and mobile society", 30 by which he seems to suggest that geographical mobility obstructed active neighbouring. We believe that the causal relation is totally different: extensive and close-knit family networks reduced the need for reciprocity between neighbours, and vice versa. This hypothesis is supported by Garrioch's study of neighbourhood life in Paris during the second half of the eighteenth century. Although Paris contained a great number of "strangers", and its population was characterized by a high degree of instability, immigrants found it rather easy to find acceptance in a neighbourhood community. Garrioch emphasizes the extreme sociability of Paris: "A sense of belonging and of community did not depend on long residence or on life-long familiarity with every aspect of the lives of friends and neighbours." The way newcomers were treated did not depend so much on their previous history and background as on 14 Catharina Lis and Hugo Soly their personalities, behaviour and industriousness. In a certain sense the neighbourhood treated immigrants as people without a history; what was important was that they showed now who they were, that they proved themselves in their new environment.
31
Though mobility within towns was sometimes high during the ancien rdgime, especially in the metropolises of London and Paris, it increased even more during the nineteenth century, both in Western Europe and in the United States. Some authors have argued that the frequent local moves of working-class families made active neighbouring impossible, at least in urban districts with a proletarian character. 32 Recent research, however, shows that intra-urban mobility took place within a limited radius and that most labourers changed their address but not their neighbourhood. They therefore continued to be residents of the same neighbourhood for most of their lives. Moreover, every neighbourhood had a large core of permanent residents, the "stayers", who apparently acted as informal surveillants: they took care of the newcomers and showed them the way around, literally and figuratively. High rates of urban mobility were thus not incompatible with active neighbouring.
33
Of course, all migration movements did not follow patterns that perpetuated the neighbourhood. Particularly in cases of large-scale movements of seasonal workers, informal social networks disintegrated after some time. Urban planning measures, especially those aimed at the largescale slum clearance of the city centre, and sweeping changes in housing construction could also make it impossible to maintain or repair local community ties. 34 We cannot, for the time being, find out what the limits were. Whatever the case, the tenacity and the adaptability of neighbourhood communities were much greater than one might think, not only during the ancien regime but also in the nineteenth century, when migration within cities and between cities reached enormous proportions. One should note that we are dealing here with a certain type of neighbourhood life, one that might be characterized as street life. Although the social use of public space underwent major changes during the period studied here, many forms of social interaction between working-class neighbours continued to take place in the street because active participation in a wide scope of informal street activities was one of their survival strategies. Several historicizing sociologists and historians have suggested that in Western Europe public life and everything associated with it, including street life, gradually lost its meaning in favour of intimacy and homeliness from the late Middle Ages onwards. It started with the transfer of personal hygiene to non-public spaces, after which insanity, death and violent executions became private events removed from the public sphere. This process of "privatization" became more rapid around 1750, with the rise of the intimate family. People developed an increasing need for privacy, which was expressed in the use of separate bedrooms and in the separation of work activities from domestic affairs. It is claimed that this revaluation of the private sphere coincided with the decline of the old neighbourhood communities and consequently with the decay of street life. 35 We do not deny the reality of the process of privatization, but we do have many doubts concerning the universal character of the tendency towards separateness. It seems more probable that the growing social differentiation manifested itself in this field, too, which is to say that the developments mentioned mainly concerned the elites and partly the middle classes. There are even good reasons to suppose that among the less prosperous the public sphere became even more important towards the end of the ancien regime.
Few historians have illustrated the power and vitality of street life in an eighteenth-century metropolis as vividly as Arlette Farge and David Garrioch. Farge's lively descriptions prove how transparent lower-class neighbourhoods in Paris were, at least for the residents. Her many convincing examples prove that people were constantly under the gaze of others, that nothing, or almost nothing, escaped the attention of their neighbours, and that everyone's behaviour was subject to public scrutiny. 36 This resulted, of course, from the high density of housing, which made it almost impossible to hide anything from one's next-door neighbours.
37 This transparency was also considered necessary, however, because for the less welloff participation in informal social networks was a sine qua non of survival, which in the first instance necessitated mutual trust, and therefore openness, which implied helpfulness as well as meddlesomeness. Since rent agreements, small loans and other business transactions were hardly ever M The theoretical speculations of Norbert Elias often underpin such interpretations. See, for example, Spicrenburg, Verbroken betovering, pp. 10-17, and P. Aries, "Pour une histoirc de la vie prive'e", in Arifcs and Duby (eds.), The arrival of ever more immigrants increased the need for transparency. Given that the maintenance of relations of reciprocity means'that everybody had to function as an "open book'*, new immigrants had to conform to that expectation at all costs in order to be accepted by the local community; closeness and reservedness were easily interpreted as secretiveness. To buy goods on credit or to become eligible for various forms of assistance, they had to win the trust of others and hold out a prospect of reciprocal service. Consequently, a good reputation was of paramount importance and such a reputation could only be "made" in public, not behind closed doors or in a small select group -that was the privilege of the elites. Garrioch's study proves to what extent reciprocity in lower-class districts was dependent on transparency and respectability: "For those who belonged to the community the way neighbours spoke of them and behaved towards them was a constant preoccupation. Because the neighbourhood, socially and materially, was central to people's existence, the place they occupied in it was vitally important to them." 39 In other words, everyone had to submit to social control by the local community. How people spoke about each other was of considerable importance. After all, honour and dishonour were not only moral categories, but qualifications that affected someone's material status. The narrower the economic basis of a family, the less it could afford to neglect the scrutiny of others. Residents of lower-class neighbourhoods were therefore extremely sensitive to insults. They did not hesitate to complain against a neighbour who verbally insulted them or in some other way insinuated anti-social behaviour: it was only by publicly challenging the insult that one could clear one's name. Even if it did not result in a court case, the conflict still had to be fought and settled publicly, in a way almost ritualistic and theatrical.* How strongly the residents of working-class neighbourhoods felt about trustworthiness is evident from Thomas Brennan's study of the causes of disturbances in public drinking houses in eighteenth-century Paris. These conflicts were not so much the result of drunken arguments or passionate
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disagreements, but of conscious moves to make a person suspected or to defend one's own honour. In most cases it concerned the notion of (un)trustworthiness: "A reputation for honesty for paying one*s debts, or for working with the necessary skill and assiduity came up frequently as the prize for which men fought." 41 Further, the inn was the central place where the norms and values of the local community were confirmed and tested. There is no doubt that those who frequented inns gradually became more socially homogeneous in the course of the eighteenth century: the elites and the more or less well-to-do citizens increasingly dissociated themselves from the populace by frequenting exclusive coffee houses and by organizing soirees at home.
42
There were many types of public drinking houses, but by the end of the ancien regime it was mainly the lower classes who frequented neighbourhood pubs. Moreover, they lived within five minutes' walk of them. In the neighbourhood pub, which in principle functioned as a neutral meetingplace, drinking was not an end in itself, but a means to strengthen informal social ties, to consolidate mutual relations, and to make or break a reputation. Drinking with others was of the utmost importance because participating in the ritual of buying others a drink and of being bought a drink demonstrated that one was accepted as part of a group and that one belonged to the neighbourhood community. Going to pubs was therefore a rational activity in terms of social exchange.
43
Cultivating the private sphere and everything associated with it in the field of affective individualism for other reasons was unthinkable among the lower classes. The socialization of the youth mainly took place outside the home, more precisely in the street, which implied that norms and values were emphasized that were necessary for the continued survival of the local community. Jtirgen Schlumbohm stresses, quite rightly, that during the ancien regime less well-off parents had little time for the education of their children and that, moreover, they were obliged to have their children contribute to the income of the family at an early stage; the effect of this was certainly not to encourage emotional ties. He makes a comparison with black ghettos in United States cities today in which peer groups play a much more important role in the process of socialization 18 Catharina Lis and Hugo Soly than the family; the consequence is that "relations between parents and children are less charged with emotions, that the family is not so sharply isolated from the social environment, that children enter the street and peer groups very early and that this has considerable emotional significance for them". He does not go so far as to conclude that there was no parental love among the lower classes at the end of the eighteenth century, let alone that parents treated their children with indifference; but he does claim that there was never much room for the development of more emotional family relationships and that among working-class children group experiences were decisive in the socialization process: in the street, under the watchful eyes of neighbours, they learned what community life, solidarity and especially reciprocity meant.
44
Community pressure and external control There is ample evidence to prove that the better-off distanced themselves, both culturally and geographically, from the lower classes in the course of the early modern period. According to some historians this process undermined and eventually destroyed community life, because the basis of reciprocity became much smaller and an increasing proportion of the population no longer considered social pressure exerted by the local community as a sanction. This last point is of considerable significance. Charivari in the late Middle Ages and in the sixteenth century can be considered an indication of successful self-regulation by local communities, whose members, regardless of their social position, subscribed to the same codes of behaviour, or at least had equivalent ideas about moral obligations. 45 This was no longer the case by the end of the ancien regime, in the big cities at least. The elites no longer took part in the activities of youth associations; they disapproved of all sorts of popular amusements, and they considered charivaris to be an intolerable infringement of their privacy. Yet, one cannot simply conclude that community life in general disappeared. No doubt a certain type of community life ceased to exist, one that had been based on a broad social consensus about values and norms. This does not imply that social interaction based on local ties within working-class neighbourhoods was weakened, however, let alone that it vanished. Geographical segregation was compatible with the active construction of other types of community, whereby the lower classes developed a more militant local culture by more clearly distinguishing between "them" and "us", the effect of which was to stimulate the emergence of new forms of solidarity. It is not pure coincidence that from the late eighteenth century onwards the old ritual sanctions like the charivari began to fulfil new functions and, particularly, to take on a political dimension: "The withdrawal of the elites from the local community and from the more boisterous forms of collective behaviour left the charivari the property of the lower classes, and this inevitably led to a transformation in the way the institution was used. It permitted an element of political satire which was not normally possible when those likely to be criticized were the organizers or prominent participants." 47 The concept of "social drinking" also took on other connotations. The upper classes, the better-off, were not particularly bothered about drunkenness per se. What really concerned them was, on the one hand, that it was in the inns that the foundations were established or strengthened on which all sorts of mutual assistance were based, and, on the other hand, a buffer was established against social isolation; the counterpoint to this was the rejection of individualism. They considered the inn not only as a centre of possible subversion, because all sorts of fraternities were formed there that could serve as a platform for collective action, but also because the cultivation of an ethos of social exchange could hinder the development of a certain type of work ethic and hence threaten the inherent values of frugality and thrift. 48 The lower classes themselves transformed this rejection of their so-called antisocial behaviour into something positive: pub-crawls strengthened mutual solidarity, which was a fundamental characteristic of the life style of the lower classes, and it was an expression of their cultural identity. The fight against drunkenness was related to a particular definition of the "social problem", in which the upper classes took the inevitable excesses associated with pub-crawling as an excuse to stigmatize everything connected to frequenting pubs. However, as long as 
20
Catharina Lis and Hugo Soly the pub functioned as a centre of an active neighbourhood life, all attempts to control it were bound to fail. 49 The negative attitude of the lower classes towards the struggle for individual mobility, which the middle classes considered a panacea, has to be seen from the same perspective. Ellen Ross has pointed out that around the turn of the century those living in London's working-class districts still valued the cultivation of group values and the extension of relations based on reciprocity. They were convinced that "there was more promise in the resources of the neighbourhood than in the chimera of individual mobility", as the files compiled by external social workers show. In concrete terms this meant that "the street" could "consume" any surplus built up by a family and that considerable pressure could be put on those thought to have savings. Some contemporaries spoke admiringly about this mutual support, but others characterized it as "a tax levied by the poor on those who are slightly better off; in their opinion this "sharing and dividing" in no way led to frugality and thrift, the conditions necessary to improve one's lot in life. 50 However, working-class families rejected such an "ideal" because their survival chances were greater when the neighbourhood community functioned better.
Caution is required in using terms like "proletarian culture" and "becoming middle class". Thrift, frugality, moderation, zeal and the like are not universal categories. In some historical and social contexts they can be part of proletarian strategies of survival, and in other circumstances they can just as well be characteristic of the middle classes. It is therefore very important in analysing social-political interventions to consider whether such forms of intervention could or could not be integrated into informal reciprocal relations; otherwise it is not possible to understand why they were accepted by the target group at one time and rejected at another.
51
The necessity to strengthen informal social links, to maintain reciprocal relations, explains why the lower classes valued respectability so much: the positive and negative moral sanctions enforced by the local community had such important material, as well as emotional, consequences that they were as concerned about their reputation as the elites and the middle order were, though there were major differences in the social construction of honour and dishonour. Given that families who were talked about because of the misbehaviour of one of their members risked being shunned by their neighbours and refused help in times of need, they were very 
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sensitive to the social pressure of the local community, which would not hesitate to organize demonstrations of collective public censure. From the middle of the eighteenth century onwards, such actions were attempted increasingly often. In Paris the police were given extensive powers to interfere in street activities and to arrest participants in popular rituals that might lead to violence. It cannot be doubted that the growing external control that could be perceived in all major cities undermined the old self-regulating mechanisms of the local communities, and legal sanctions gradually became more important, displacing the role of moral sanctions. However, the force of social interaction based on local links should not be underestimated. Recent studies show that local communities succeeded in establishing new, informal means of self-regulation and that their relations with the police were not unambiguous: the police did not only perform the functions envisaged by the elites and particularly the middle order.
Garrioch has shown that local communities in Paris at the end of the ancien regime still had a firm grip on their members; heavy pressure was still being exerted to force people to conform to collective norms and values. The daily defence, literally as well as figuratively, of family honour and the street fights that sprang from all sorts of arguments do not indicate the failure of neighbourhood life by any means, as some authors have remarked. On the contrary, "they served to strengthen it further, for people's behaviour followed clear patterns and rules which permitted the expression and resolution of grievances with the minimum of damage both to them and to the group". Where possible, problems -even those concerning estranged relationships within a family -were brought before a "street tribunal", in which some residents acted as witnesses for the prosecution or for the defence and others as judges. The rise of the bacchanal or tapage also proves how important public opinion was for residents of lower-class neighbourhoods. It was the individual's imitation of the charivari, during which the person -usually a man -who felt hurt or aggrieved created a disturbance at the door or window of his opponent until he retracted his words or compensated him for the damage. Children played an important role in all these street actions: they said anything that came to mind that they had heard in the neighbourhood, and in this way they affirmed the values of the community.
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How significant social pressures were can be seen from the fact that wage labourers and artisans felt obliged to take firm action against those members of their own family who had caused such a scandal that relations with the neighbours became jeopardized. The number of requests made by families who wanted relatives imprisoned for misbehaviour even rose spectacularly in the large cities of Brabant and Flanders towards the end of the ancien rdgime. Although most conflicts that gave rise to such a 22 Catharina Lis and Hugo Soly request occurred within the nuclear family and the applicants almost always lived with the person against whom the complaint was being made, the local community played an important role in cases of imprisonment that were initiated by wage labourers or artisans. Neighbours seldom took the initiative, but applicants were very explicit about the pressures under which they acted: they argued that they had to take drastic measures in order to avoid the risk of isolating themselves; neighbours made it clear to them that they could no longer rely on their help while those living with them continued to annoy others. Neighbours intervened at all possible stages preceding imprisonment. They took action when a woman was maltreated by her husband too often, especially when the "quarrelling" threw the whole street into uproar, or when an undesirable character threatened to lead their children astray. They did not hesitate either to utter their disapproval when a young prostitute drew attention to herself too obviously, or when she solicited married men from her own neighbourhood, or when her activities disturbed the peace of the night. The family involved was disgraced through gossip and, if this had no effect, by explicit insults. The purpose of these activities was to show that the limits of tolerance had been exceeded and that the person to whom they were directed had to be expelled.
The increase in the number of requests for imprisonment indicates on the one hand a decline in the limits of tolerance and on the other hand the growing inability of the neighbourhood community to control undesirables through other, less drastic means. During the last decades of the eighteenth century broad sectors of the population were confronted with a decline in social mobility, a loss of status, and even absolute impoverishment. The timing, the scope and the intensity of those processes varied between cities, but survival strategies were tested significantly everywhere. For wage labourers and artisans this meant that they had to work harder than ever in order to prevent either their collective social decline, or the slide into the horrifying depths of destitution. This led them to set high standards for themselves and for others, both for members of their own family and members of the local community. The problem was that impoverishment and the processes of proletarianization on the one hand led to increasing conflicts within the family and on the other hand to the decline of tolerance both within the family and in the community. As their material conditions deteriorated and their sense of vulnerability grew, the less well-off experienced the breaching of social norms and values increasingly as threats to reciprocity and thus as a form of unacceptable behaviour. They were therefore more inclined to rebuke and to discipline those who failed to observe these social norms. In short, those living in working-class neighbourhoods became less tolerant as it became increasingly necessary and difficult to function as a collectivity. Therefore, among the lower classes a request for the imprisonment of kin was not exclusively a family matter, one that followed from the process of privatization, as some authors claim; 54 it was a collective action. By acting as witnesses for the prosecution neighbours were saying in effect that the limits of what constituted acceptable behaviour had been exceeded and that imprisonment was the only way to restore peace and order within the family as well as within the local community. By imprisoning the wrong-doer his family could clear themselves and become reconciled with the community. They demonstrated thereby their acceptance of the norms and values of their social group, their respect for the interests and feelings of others, that they shared their views about what constituted acceptable behaviour, and that they themselves were innocent and consequently had the right to understanding and support.
Yet the more frequent use of this disciplinary instrument reflects the growing inability of local communities to solve their problems themselves; it demonstrates that informal attempts to mediate were less often successful. The explanation for this has to be sought in the fact that they were generally unable to handle conflicts stemming from shifts in the balance of power within the family; more so, because the changes in the pattern of relations between married people and between parents and their children were defined by societal developments which perforce had a structural character. For this reason the pressure to intervene was gradually transferred to the problem family itself, which was forced to rely on an external authority, particularly the power of the judiciary. In other words, it was not only that more drastic means had to be resorted to, more formal procedures had to be followed to make "pacification" possible.
Moreover, the evidence we have suggests that towards the end of the ancien rigime it became more difficult to settle violent conflicts between neighbourhood residents by means of the street tribunal; victims therefore increasingly needed the assistance of the police. Precisely because the lower classes were so concerned about their honour, violence was a fundamental component of their way of life. They could not afford to neglect insinuations or smears, let alone direct insults, especially if they were made in public; for this reason most fights took place in the street, in the inn or in the workshop. 53 The fact that during the second half of the eighteenth century more and more wage labourers and artisans who got involved in such conflicts complained to the police about their adversary -almost 
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Catharina Lis and Hugo Soly always their neighbour -is, we believe, not so much an indication of growing aggression, but the result of the declining ability of the local community to restore peace itself. Whatever the case, recent research has shown that in such matters the police were more inclined to settle disputes by mutual agreement, to reconcile those involved, rather than to act in a repressive way. Even in France, the police were not simply an instrument of the authoritarian state. Nicolas Delamare, who published his famous Traitd de la police between 1713 and 1738, compared a police commissioner to a tribune of the people in ancient Rome: he had, above all, to be a peacemaker, a paternal mediator, whose main aim was the moral improvement of the lower classes. Whether in practice the police commissioners of Paris carried out their task in a purely repressive way or used their men and means to pacify working-class neighbourhoods is less clear than people have hitherto supposed.
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The working-class were not always hostile to the police: they tried to co-operate when conflicts risked escalating out of hand or when they believed incorrigible troublemakers deserved punishment. This is demonstrated by the many cases brought before the courts in nineteenth-century London by labourers who hoped the threat of a period in prison would make unmanageable co-residents, relatives or neighbours easier to live with. 57 In addition, fragmentary data imply that the local community considered it legitimate to call on the police when informal attempts to settle a conflict had failed; they expected the police would help them work out the best way to handle such a case. To a certain extent, therefore, the local community considered the police as a natural extension of the street tribunal and one that could be used to pursue their own goals. 58 In this respect, the function attributed to the police by the lower classes, a function they carried out to a certain extent, did not differ radically from the role that the deans in Ghent had in the handling of conflicts.
The gradual shift from a situation in which the local community controlled its own affairs towards formal methods of managing conflicts, methods borrowed from the Elites, had important consequences, however. By depending more often on the police and the courts, the lower classes not only gave public authorities the opportunity to prevent and to neutralize possible threats to social stability, it also strengthened and legitimized 56 A. Farge and A. Zysbcrg, "Lcs ThdStres dc la violence a Paris au XVIIIe sicclc", Annales, Economies, Soditis, Civilisations, 34 (1979 ), pp. 984-1015 . Sec also S. L. Kaplan, "Note sur les commissaircs de police a Paris au XVIIIe sieclc", Revue d'Histoire Moderne ct Contemporaine, 28 (1981) , pp. 669-686. " J. Davis, "Prosecutions and their Context: The Use of the Criminal Law in Later Nineteenth-Century London", in D. Hay and F. Snyder (eds.), Policing and Prosecution in Britain, 1750 -1850 (Oxford, 1989 Rouen, 1792 -1803 (Oxford, 1980 Garrioch, Neighbourhood, pp. 45-48; Brcnnan, Public Drinking, p. 39 ; P. Pcvcri, "Voisinagc ct contrdlc social au XVIIIe sicclc: lcs Cartouchiens sous Ic regard des honnctcs gens", Mentalitis, 4 (1990), pp. 101-102.
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institutions that had their own logic and dynamism. It is true that they used the language of authority to achieve their aims; in this they were extremely selective and only adopted elements from the official discourse that suited them. However, this does not detract from the fact that, unwillingly and as a result of their own powerlessness, they promoted external forms of intervention that aimed to impose new forms of control and discipline in order to strengthen the "local state".
The politics of neighbourhood community
Although the withdrawal of the Elites created problems for the residents of working-class neighbourhoods, it also enabled them to develop informal community networks based both on local and on social ties. There is insufficient evidence to permit us to make general statements about the relations between active social participation among working-class neighbours and the growth of working-class collective action but what there is suggests that in the large cities of Western Europe at the end of the ancien regime local communities often formed social and cultural frameworks within which politically conscious crowds were formed.
Edward Thompson and other scholars have emphasized that in the eighteenth century crowd or mob actions cannot be considered primitive or prepolitical events. Not only did participants often show their solidarity and consciousness, the use of street violence had moreover its own logic, its own dynamism and, especially, its own efficiency. 59 One should not overestimate the importance of the apparently spontaneous and even chaotic character of such movements: "The absence of any formal organization and the apparent impromptu nature of their actions were exceptionally well adapted to an environment of power that precluded most alternative forms of direct action against the authorities." In other words, as James Scott claims, spontaneity, anonymity and a lack of formal organization do not reflect the inability of the lower classes to sustain coherent collective action, but "a popular tactical wisdom developed in conscious response to the political constraints realistically faced". The social coordination that crowd action necessitated was provided by the informal community networks that linked the members of the subordinate group. The neighbourhood could be one of those networks.
60
There are many indications that point to the strong sense of collective identity felt by residents of the working-class neighbourhoods at the end of the ancien rdgime. Individualism was certainly a characteristic, but it was manifested essentially within the framework of an active neighbour-
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Catharina Lis and Hugo Soly hood. As Colin Lucas remarked: "For the individual the community constituted a defense and a tribunal; and, by thus regulating itself, the community was able to conserve and perpetuate itself." 61 It is precisely this consciousness of communality within socially more homogeneous neighbourhoods that rendered formal organizations with leaders superfluous: popular collective action was based on informal networks that guaranteed anonymity.
This is important in interpreting the dramatic political events of 1789 and the following years.
62 Studies of the composition of revolutionary crowds prove that neighbourhood communities formed the framework within which numerous protests began and in which these protests were shaped. The participants of these various crowds generally came from very specific neighbourhoods. For example, about 70 per cent of those who stormed the Bastille were residents of the Faubourg Saint-Antoine. 63 What seems at first sight to have been an amorphous crowd turns out on closer inspection to have been a collectivity. Lucas is right in saying "that the eighteenth-century crowd enjoyed a particular, functional relationship with its community and that it characteristically remained rooted in locality and neighborhood". As a crowd the neighbourhood communities seldom acted blindly. Its victims were generally individuals who had violated accepted norms and values. This was also true for most protests aimed at the authorities: usually specific, selected figures of authority were attacked, those whom the participants regarded as having acted unfairly and whom they consequently branded as poor administrators. The local communities were therefore by no means politically inert. By occupying public space they forced the government to take their demands seriously and by doing so defined the limits of power: "Through the crowd, the people regulated, checked, and ultimately limited (albeit loosely) the exercise of state power in matters that directly affected the details of their lives." 64 In this respect the activities of the crowd were not limited to purposeful and rational protests but also included political demonstrations. 63 These actions would have been unthinkable without a firm basis
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of support, and in particular without an active neighbourhood life, in which the inn functioned as a nerve centre; the inn was not only the main point of unauthorized assembly for the lower classes, but also the social site par excellence for the development of a distinct culture and pattern of discourse. The fact that informal community networks enabled the development of social solidarity, which offered both a structure and a cover for resistance, explains why the state and the city governments did everything they could to impose standards of "decent behaviour" on the residents of workingclass neighbourhoods from the early nineteenth century onwards. In this, informal community sanctions and the use of public space were important targets. Attempts to transform "communal" space into "socially neutral" space and to transfer recreational activities from the street towards venues that were specialized and could be monitored were aimed at undermining the community's ability to regulate local space according to implicit agreed standards. 66 The clearance of slums and the demolition of those urban areas with numerous yards and alleys after the middle of the nineteenth century enabled policy makers to "open up" local communities; new housing projects were designed in such a way that public spaces offered little scope for social interaction. 67 Both the public authorities and middle-class reformers were aware of the fact that the tenacity of working-class communities was rooted in a militant local culture and that the creative dynamics of that culture had to be restrained in order to neutralize opposition. Although their attacks on popular entertainments were inspired by various motives, including the moral improvement of the lower classes and the enforcement of labour discipline, the containment of working-class social protest played a key role in their condemning and forbidding such activities.
68 This was also the principal motive behind persistent attempts to subject pub owners and their patrons in working-class neighbourhoods to more strict controls. It was the politicization of pub life rather than alcoholism that was condemned. The pubs of the lower classes that became centres of discussion about labour conditions and political activities were a threat to public order and social stability. This explains why "most instances of the closing of cafes or pubs occurred not when riotous drinking got out of hand, but when it became evident that people in the cafes were sober, angry, and talking".
28
Catharina Lis and Hugo Soly networks, middle-class reformers considered these relations to be the greatest obstacles to an effective cultural offensive. They therefore gave the highest priority to measures and projects that could contribute to breaking group-oriented actions and thinking. In their opinion emancipation was inseparably connected to self-help and self-education, both oriented to individual mobility. Considerable attention was therefore paid to ways in which workers could be encouraged to save: on the one hand, frugality and foresight were to lead to the improvement of one's personal destiny, and on the other hand, it was to undermine social solidarity by tying working-class families to the economic and political institutions of the middle classes. The struggle for a more rational philanthropy, which implied the growing supervision of the lives of the poor, must be considered from the same point of view. The most important aim was to impress a new economic morality on the poor and, particularly, to make clear to them that saving was an alternative to the demoralizing dependence on public relief and that mutual assistance resulted in nothing more than the continuation of mutual dependence.
70
No doubt some of the social and political strategies employed by public authorities and the middle-class reformers were congruent with the aspirations of some of the urban proletariat, and consequently affected their values and patterns of behaviour. However, the question remains to what extent those groups were representative and what effect their changing attitudes had on other sections of the working class, and to what degree community ties were affected by all this. The evidence collected by Bill Bramwell concerning the active construction of working-class communities in nineteenth-century Birmingham suggests in any case that there were "notable continuities in working-class values and behaviour, with little marked change in their overall attachments to respectability, and it warns against giving shifts in respectability an undue degree of interpretive weight". Throughout the nineteenth century Birmingham's local communities continued to be of considerable significance in promoting a sense of social relevance among the working class, including giving people a sense of importance, status and success in their own neighbourhood.
71 This conclusion is supported by the assertions of numerous contemporary observers and investigators, who suggest that the residents of working-class neighbourhoods were fully conscious of the threat of the growing weakness of community ties and that they did everything to maintain them; they often had considerable success in doing so. The attempts of external forces to promote individual mobility at the cost of neighbourhood exchange were not very effective, because this form of social solidarity was crucial in the Help from neighbours not only often proved to be more immediately effective than formal relief or philanthropy, the reciprocity that was inherent in informal relief moreover diffused the act of giving.
72 Cultural practices like gossip, blame, public ridicule and street demonstrations remained focused on preventing forms of internal differentiation that could harm the solidarity of the community. Working men or women who saved risked being subject to sanctions if this was interpreted as an attempt to evade neighbourhood sharing. Reprisals were also taken against all those who gave the impression that they did not fully subscribe to the values and norms of the local community or who tried in some way or other to distinguish themselves from their neighbours by certain forms of behaviour.
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Of course, there were cultural and other divisions within the proletariat, and these divisions could be very deep, even in apparently homogeneous working-class communities. 74 Furthermore, "the vitality and conviviality of much working-class street life could cement a sense of shared identity and common interests among the working class -thus enhancing the potential for class conflict -but could also provide the working class with mutual support and consolidation which might diffuse such potential".
75
In other words, there is no direct relationship between community ties, collective actions and class solidarities. Some social historians argue that the development of trade unions and other forms of conscious selforganization among nineteenth-century workers reflected the weakness rather than the strength of community ties and that solidarity at the local level was only a stage on the way towards the final achievement of class consciousness in the real sense of the word. 76 They may be right, but this does not mean that social interaction based on neighbourhood ties was not an enabling factor. This solidarity of working people outside the work sphere, and the communal significance attached to day-to-day social experiences that were permeated by collective action and thought, formed fertile ground for the growth of a "hidden transcript" that enabled certain forms of resistance, without which class formation would have been
